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. INTRODUCTION AND PROPOSED TIME ALLOCATIONS

On December 21, 2012, the Committee issued a Notice Of Prehearing Conference And
Evidentiary Hearing And Order (the “Notice and Order”) requesting certain information from the
parties as set forth below. This Prehearing Conference Statement contains the requested
information as follows.

The Committee Notice and Order requested that the parties provide estimates of time needed for
direct testimony and cross-examination. Although there should be 30-40 hours of hearing time
available during the four days set for evidentiary hearings, we anticipate that the estimates
received by the parties may exceed the available time. Under these circumstances it may be
necessary for the Hearing Officer to allocate specific time to the parties, in order to ensure
efficient use of the available time and to ensure that hearings are completed on a timely basis.

In allocating time among the parties, the Committee may wish to consider a technique that is
used effectively by Administrative Law Judges in CPUC hearings — the granting of a “block” of
time for parties to conduct all of their direct and cross examination. Where the estimates of time
by the parties exceeds the time available for hearings, an ALJ will total the estimates by each
party and then allocate the allowable time for direct and cross-examination to each party as a
block of time. For example, if the ALJ has 30 hours of hearing time, the ALJ may allocate 15
hours to the Applicant, 10 hours to the CPUC Staff and 5 hours to the Intervenors. Then each
party is free to decide how best to use the allocated time. A party could use all of their time in
direct or cross examination of one witness, or divide their allocated time among multiple
witnesses. At the CPUC, the ALJ will assign a neutral timekeeper to maintain a running tally of
the time used by each party.

As one specific example, we are attaching hereto as Exhibit 1 an “Administrative Law Judge’s
Ruling Addressing Scheduling Issues” in a recent CPUC rulemaking on distributed generation.
In this matter, the Administrative Law Judge divided the available 28 hours as follows: (1)
36.9% of the time to the Utilities; (2) 31.5% Ratepayer/Public Interest Representatives; and
(3) 31.5% of the time to Manufacturers/DG Providers/Competitors.

The benefit of allocating time as a block, rather than on a per witness basis is three fold. First, it
encourages efficiency. Parties may shorten or eliminate unnecessary cross, in order to reserve
their time for important witnesses. Second, assigning blocks of time prevents parties and
witnesses from filibustering. If a party is told that he or she only has 5 or 10 minutes for cross,
the party is less likely to filibuster as the time will count against their total block allocation.
Third, where a total hearing block of time is assigned, there is no need for the ALJ to interrupt or
manage direct testimony or cross as the parties will be responsible for strategically managing
their allotted time by checking with the timekeeper — off the record. In short, the block for time
allocated for parties direct testimony and cross examination imposes disciplines on all parties in
their questioning and thus, there is efficient use of the available hearing time.

In this proceeding, the Applicant is estimating approximately 12 hours for both the presentation
of its direct testimony and for cross examination of all witnesses. However, there are only 30-40
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hours of hearing time. Therefore, if it is necessary to allocate time among the parties, we
recommend that the Hearing Officer assign the Applicant a block of 12 hours. This is
approximately 1/3 of the total available time, which we believe is an appropriate allocation in
this proceeding because, as we are reminded by the parties, the Applicant bears the burden of
proof. We can commit to use this time efficiently and to complete all direct testimony and all
cross-examination within this period. We request that the Committee reserve time at the PHC
for a discussion of this proposal.

1. NOTICE OF POSSIBLE INFORMAL HEARINGS PROCEDURES

While the Applicant appreciates the spirit behind the Committee exploration of the use of
informal hearing procedures, and while the Applicant is committed to the efficient administration
of the proceedings, the Applicant has substantial apprehension about the possibility of free-form
hearings. In particular, given that the Applicant bears the burden of proof, and given that the
Applicant’s witnesses familiar with the Commission’s processes are used to traditional direct
testimony and cross examination, any substantial variation from more traditional hearings creates
concern.

To be clear, the Applicant has already committed to procedures to streamline hearings. In
particular, the Applicant will present most of its testimony with “panels” of witnesses, instead of
individual witnesses to facilitate efficient administration of the hearings.

In addition to using panels for the more contested issue areas, the Applicant would support
combining several disciplines into a single panel for similar subjects. As one obvious example,
if the Committee decides that it will allow live witness testimony on some of the “Engineering
Assessment” subjects, it would be efficient to have a single panel on the issues of Facility
Design, Geology & Paleontology, Power Plant Efficiency, Power Plant Reliability, and
Transmission System Engineering. Similarly, due to overlapping issues and witnesses, the
general subjects of Executive Summary Project Description can be combined with Alternatives.

A “hybrid” approach mixing formal and informal hearings may work well, with the more
contested issues being heard in traditional hearings format of direct and cross examination and
less contested issues being heard in panel. To further streamline the process, the Applicant is
seeking direct examination or cross examination on only seven of the twenty-five subjects in the
FSA, as discussed below. For these subjects not requiring live witness testimony, the Applicant
supports that all parties’ testimony be accepted by declaration without the need for live witness
testimony.

Although the Committee Order did not ask parties to agree to or object to the possible use of
formal procedures in this Prehearing Conference Statement as provided for in Government Code
Section 11445.30, out of abundance of caution, the Applicant would object to informal hearings
on the issues of Alternatives, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Land Use, Visual
Resources, and Water Supply. For these topics, the allegations raised by Staff and the
Intervenors contain serious factual errors. The Applicant bears the burden of proof and we must
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therefore reserve our rights to cross examine parties on these issues in order to disprove these
parties’ testimony.*

I11.  RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC INFORMATION REQUESTS IN THE NOTICE AND
ORDER

a) The subject areas that are complete and ready to proceed to Evidentiary Hearing;
All topics are complete and ready to proceed.

b) The subject areas that are not complete and not yet ready to proceed to Evidentiary
Hearing, and the reasons therefor;

All topics are complete and ready to proceed.

c) The subject areas that remain disputed and require adjudication, and the precise nature of
the dispute for each subject area;

There are only seven subject areas where the Applicant intends to provide direct testimony:
Alternatives; Biological Resources; Cultural Resources; Land Use; Socioeconomics; Visual
Resources; and Water Supply.

There are several other disciplines where the Applicant has disagreement with Staff or one or
more of the Intervenors. Moreover, even within these seven areas there are issues that require a
decision by the Committee; however, the disputes in these areas are either legal matters which do
not require any factual development through live witness testimony, or are factual matters which
the Committee must decide on the record, without need for live testimony.

As one example of these matters where live witness testimony is not requested, the Applicant has
not requested time on the issue of mitigation ratios for Waters of the State. The Applicant’s
Opening Testimony provides detailed factual materials demonstrating why a 1:1 ratio for State
Water is both appropriate and consistent with Commission and CDFW precedent for similarly
situated projects. These issues will be briefed on the record before the Commission.

Per the Committee’s request, the following sections discuss the precise nature of the dispute for
each of the seven subject areas identified as requiring live witness testimony: Alternatives;

! The Applicant further understands that if the Committee does choose to use informal hearing proceedings, the
Government Code provides that the Committee “may deny the use of the informal hearing procedure, or may
convert an informal hearing to a formal hearing after an informal hearing is commenced, if it appears to the
presiding officer that cross-examination is necessary for proper determination of the matter and that the delay,
burden, or complication due to allowing cross-examination in the informal hearing will be more than minimal.”
(Government Code §11445.50(a).) Further the presiding officer may allow cross-examination of witnesses in an
informal hearing if it appears to the presiding officer that in the circumstances cross-examination is necessary for
proper determination of the matter. (Government Code §11445.50(b).)
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Biological Resources; Cultural Resources; Land Use; Socioeconomics; Visual Resources; and
Water Supply.

1. Alternatives

Quialified project alternatives must be: (i) feasible, (ii) able to satisfy most of the basic project
objectives, and (iii) capable of substantially lessening at least one significant effect of the project.
If an FSA alternative fails to satisfy any one of these three criteria, it falls outside of the
“reasonable range” of alternatives mandated by CEQA and should be eliminated from
consideration. The project offers substantial grid reliability benefits that none of the FSA’s
proposed alternatives can achieve. Moreover, the FSA’s proposed Photovoltaic (PV), Parabolic
Trough (PT) and Concentrating Solar Thermal Tower with Storage (Tower with Storage)
alternatives all fail to satisfy at least one of the three criteria established by CEQA to qualify an
alternative for analysis. The PV and PT alternatives are infeasible because they are incapable of
being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable time. In addition, the PV and PT
alternatives fail to achieve most of the FSA’s proposed basic project objectives. Moreover,
Tower with Storage does not avoid or substantially lessen any of the project’s significant
environmental effects. Since the PV, PT and Tower with Storage alternatives all fail to meet at
least one of the three qualifying criterion, none should be considered by the FSA or the
Commission. Finally, the FSA’s No Project Alternative should be revised to consider what
would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved,
based on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure and community services, as
required by CEQA.

2. Biological Resources

The HHSEGS project has been sited to avoid significant impacts to biological resources. Much
of the proposed site has been previously disturbed by human activity. Only one federal and state
threatened or endangered species, the desert tortoise, occurs within the site, and habitat values
for the tortoise are generally low. No state or federally listed plant species occur within the
project site, and approximately 23 acres of lower-quality desert washes are present. Use of the
site by avian, mammal and other documented species is also very low. As a result, development
of the project site is consistent with state and federal policies that seek to locate renewable
energy projects in areas with relatively limited biological resources.

Desert Tortoise: With respect to the Desert Tortoise mitigation ratio, survey data shows
that desert tortoise density increases from the west to the east of the project site. No desert
tortoise was found in shadscale scrub areas, which comprises approximately half of the site, has
a generally low value for the species, and is associated with less suitable soil types. Based on the
site’s ecology, mitigation should be provided at a ratio of 1.5:1 acres for the portions of the site
that include soil type Qal, at a ratio of 1:1 with other Qa and Qb soil types and lower halogeton
(Halogeton glomeratus) concentrations, and at a ratio of 0.5:1 ratio where halogeton is abundant
and little or no tortoise habitat is present.

Solar Flux and Avian Issues: With respect to Avian issues, the FSA analysis of
potential avian and golden eagle impacts, including cumulative impacts, is scientifically
insupportable and inaccurate. Expert testimony by Dr. Sénke Johnsen, Professor of Biology at
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Duke University, and experimental and survey data show that, due to significant analytical errors
made in the FSA, the level of concentrated solar flux (mirror reflections directed towards the
central tower) that could potentially affect avian flight feathers is approximately a factor of ten
(10) times less than that indicated in the FSA. Flux levels that might impact feathers would only
occur in a very small volume of airspace (substantially less than 0.1% of the total airspace)
located over the facility around the upper portion of the central towers.

Expert testimony by Dr. Ivan Schwab, Professor of Ophthalmology at the University of
California Davis School of Medicine, demonstrates that the chance of significant visual injury to
avian species is insignificant. Birds have well-developed protective visual systems that will
prevent ocular harm from reflected sunlight or heat. Birds will also tend to react to reflections in
the heliostat field in a manner that avoids ocular or other potential harm.

The HHSEGS heliostats are significantly smaller than those used in older solar facilities and will
reduce potential avian collision risks. Survey data from two operational facilities using similar
technology (the Solar Energy Development Center in Israel, and the Gemasolar facility in Spain)
indicate that avian collisions with heliostats, as well as other project structures, would be very
rare.

Avian use surveys conducted at HHSEGS have documented that golden eagle use of the site and
the surrounding region is very low, even with the presence of artificial perching sites on existing
power poles. The nearest potentially occupied golden eagle nest is approximately seven miles
west of the proposed facility. Golden eagles are known to respond to human activities at greater
distances than many other raptors, and can be expected to avoid the facility during construction
and operations for foraging use. All project power lines and power poles will be constructed and
maintained in a “raptor-safe” manner in accordance with the APLIC guidelines.

The Applicant recognizes that potential avian impacts are an important issue, and will implement
a robust avian monitoring and adaptive management program to identify and respond to detected
avian impacts, if any. Based on the best available scientific evidence, and with the
implementation of the proposed monitoring and adaptive management measures, project impacts
to avian species, including cumulative impacts, will not be significant.

Botany: With respect to Special Status Plant, the FSA concludes that project impacts to
four plants, none of which are listed as threatened or endangered, could be significant without
mitigation. Due to low rainfall conditions, the Applicant had limited opportunity to demonstrate
higher levels of offsite occurrences than currently recorded. It is likely that these species occur to
a much greater extent in California and the region. The Applicant is proposing additional
mitigation flexibility for potential plant impacts, including in-lieu fee payments, and conducting
additional regional surveys that may demonstrate that project impacts are less than significant.

Burrowing Owl: No burrowing owls were detected in the project area during protocol
breeding and winter season surveys conducted in 2011 and 2012. There is no evidence or
empirical basis for suggesting that any burrowing owl territory would be affected by the project,
and no basis for asserting that the project must mitigate for impacts to five territories at a level of
598 acres for each territory.




3. Cultural Resources

Pahrump Metapatch Mesquite Woodland-Coppice Dune Archaeological Landscape:

With respect to Issues Regarding Pahrump Metapatch Mesquite Woodland-Coppice Dune
Archaeological Landscape, the FSA’s conclusions regarding the historical significance of the
Pahrump Metapatch Mesquite Woodland-Coppice Dune Archaeological Landscape ("Pahrump
Metapatch™) are not supported by available data, and improperly assume a geographic boundary
for the purported resource that is not grounded on fact. Particularly troubling is that the FSA
recommends mitigation to ascertain whether this resource is, in fact, a historical resource. The
determination of whether a resource is a cultural resource is a threshold issue that must be
supported by substantial evidence- the Commission should not impose mitigation to prove an
assumption in the FSA.

The FSA’s identification of the Pahrump Metapatch as a CRHR-eligible historical resource is
significantly flawed. The FSA is internally contradictory regarding the location of the landscape.
The FSA’s “assumption” regarding the Pahrump Metapatch’s eligibility for the California
Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) is premised on a portion of the landscape existing in
California; however, that assumption is unsupported by the facts in the record; the boundary of
the Pahrump Metapatch is solely in Nevada and therefore, the Pahrump Metapatch is not eligible
for listing in the CRHR. The FSA offers no factual evidence to support its finding of CRHR
eligibility for the Pahrump Metapatch under Criteria 1 or Criteria 4. Even if the Pahrump
Metapatch were eligible for the CRHR, the project would not significantly impact it in a manner
that would alter its historical significance. The FSA cumulative impact analysis conclusion
related to the Pahrump Metapatch is not supported, as the boundaries of the landscape are not
defensible and the boundaries of the cumulative effects area were not described, nor were
cumulative projects identified. The FSA is flawed because it requires the Applicant to develop
the facts to determine whether the Pahrump Metapatch is of historical significance as mitigation.

The Old Spanish Trail/Mormon Road Northern Corridor: The FSA creates a
historical resource identified as the Old Spanish Trail - Mormon Road (OST-MR) Northern
Corridor without identifying the boundaries and scope of the resource. It does not consider the
integrity of the resource or evaluate the potentially contributing or non-contributing elements of
the resource. The FSA’s conclusions that certain road and trail segments on the project site
contain data potential does not take into account the evidence and data that the Applicant has
submitted which demonstrates that road and trail segments on site lack any integrity or any
further data potential. In addition, the FSA assumes, without any evidentiary support, that all
road and trail segments on the project site are contributors to the OST-MR Northern Corridor. In
fact, the FSA disregards the Applicant’s surveys and relies on discredited hypotheses to assume
that tracks and trails located on site are contributors to the OST-MR Northern Corridor. Even if
there were a defined "Northern Corridor” and all tracks were assumed to be related to the OST-
MR, the trails that cross the project site are not eligible individually or as contributors, since they
(@) lack integrity and/or (b) do not have further data potential. Furthermore, the FSA is flawed,
because it requires the Applicant to develop the facts to show eligibility/ historical significance
of the OST-MR Northern Corridor and tracks/trails on the project site as mitigation (CUL-9).




With respect to Visual Resources, mere visibility of towers from a NRHP-eligible property does
not rise to the level of adverse effects that destroy the resource’s integrity; the FSA finding of
significant visual impact to the OST-MR District is not supported by facts in the record. The
FSA cumulative impact analysis related to the OST-MR Northern Corridor is not supported, as
the boundaries of the corridor are unclear and similarly, the boundaries of the cumulative effects
area were not described.

Ethnographic Landscapes:

The FSA identified three potential ethnographic landscapes: (1) the Salt Song Trail; (2)
the Pahrump Paiute Home Landscape, and (3) the Ma-hav Landscape. As discussed in detail in
the Applicant’s Opening testimony on Ethnographic Landscapes by Dr. Lynne Sebastian, Ph.D.,
RPA, one of the three ethnographic landscapes identified in the FSA would be eligible under
either the NRHP or CRHR.

While a criteria-based argument could be made that individual places named in the Salt Song
ceremony are historic properties eligible to the NRHP (and to the CRHR, in the case of
properties located in California) under Criterion A (or Criterion 1) for their specific and
important association with the long-term pattern of this culturally important ceremony, neither
the FSA nor the ethnographic report upon which it relies develops this claim or supports such
criteria. The claim of eligibility under Criterion 3 as a property possessing high artistic values
ignores the NRHP bulletin guidance that makes it clear that this criterion applies to the design
qualities of a physical property itself. A “property” that stretches across four states and includes
enormous swaths of land not demonstrably associated with the Salt Song cycle in any way is
incompatible with both the NRHP’s role as the nation’s inventory of historic places worthy of
preservation and its role as a preservation planning tool.

The Pahrump Paiute Home Landscape, as defined in the FSA, appears to be simply the
traditional territory of this Paiute band; since boundaries are dismissed in the report as being
unimportant, it is difficult to be certain. The information provided is largely a recounting of bits
and pieces of the history of Paiute people in this area. No specific and important associations
between specific physical places and important events (Criterion 1 or A) or between places and
the important contributions to history of Chief Tecopa (Criterion 2 or B) are ever proposed.

The Ma-hav Landscape is recognized in both the ethnographic report and the FSA as being one
of an undefined number of component parts of the Pahrump Paiute Home Landscape, in fact, the
FSA says that the historical significance of the Ma-hav derives from “its broad contributions to
the unique historic events of the Pahrump Paiute Home Landscape” (FSA 2012:4.3-91). Yetno
explanation is ever offered as to why this single component of another historic property was
defined as a separate landscape and evaluated as a separate historic property. As with the
Pahrump Paiute Home Landscape, what we have in the proposed Ma-hav landscape is a defined
area in which a variety of things that were part of the local history occurred. What we do not
have is a historic property meeting the CRHR or NRHP requirements for specific and important
associations with specific and important events. Given the requirements for eligibility under
Criterion 4 or D — that archaeological properties must have demonstrated their potential to yield



information through testing or research — we also do not have a property eligible for its
information potential.

Moreover, even assuming eligibility, for the sake of argument, because at least half of each of
these landscapes, as defined in the ethnographic report, lies outside California, CRHR eligibility
is more problematic, and the arguments for NRHP eligibility under Criteria C and D are entirely
untenable. Similarly, considering both the scale of these properties and the current assessment of
integrity for these landscapes, despite the presence of truly substantial modern developments,
what would be the rationale for saying that HHSEGS would “demolish or materially alter” the
integrity of location, setting, feeling, or association for either the Salt Song Landscape or the
Pahrump Paiute Home Landscape? No adequate rationale is provided to justify the impact
finding on these large landscapes or for finding the Ma-hav landscape is impacted by HHSEGS.

4. Land Use

Land Use Consistency: HHSEGS is consistent with applicable land use LORS. The
HHSEGS project is consistent with the Rural Protection (“RP”) land use designation in the Inyo
County General Plan because “the managed production of resources,” includes renewable energy
resources such as solar, as a use provided for in the RP designation. Further, for those portions of
the HHSEGS site that are part of the Recreational/Resort (“REC”) land use designation, as a
public/quasi-public use, HHSEGS is consistent with the REC designation. In addition, even
assuming for the sake of argument that the HHSEGS site remained in the Open Space and
Recreation (“OSR”) General Plan designation, the HHSEGS would nevertheless be consistent
with an OSR designation, given the existing General Plan Goals and Polices applicable to the
HHSEGS site. As a renewable energy facility, HHSEGS is consistent with the OS-40 zoning
designation because a renewable energy generating facility, which is the managed production of
a solar resource, constitutes a conditionally permitted use in an OS-40 district.

As measured under the criteria of Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the project will not have
significant adverse effect to land use. HHSEGS will not divide an existing community, will not
conflict with an applicable habitat conservation plan (HCP) or a natural community conservation
plan (NCCP) and achieves Inyo County’s goals of renewable energy development in the
Charleston View area. In addition, although HHSEGS is not located on Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) land, it is consistent with the Solar Preliminary Environmental Impact
Statement (PEIS) goals/policies for the BLM lands surrounding the project site. Further, there
are no impacts to agricultural resources or Williamson Act contract lands associated with
implementation of the HHSEGS.

With respect to claims of Inyo County, the County does not hold any rights or public dedications
within the Wiley Trust Properties. The offers of dedication included conditions precedent that
have not been satisfied and thus there has been no statutory acceptance of these offers.
Moreover, there is no factual basis for concluding that such offers of dedication have been
accepted by the public under common law theories of acceptance. Indeed, the conditional offers
of dedication were revoked before statutory or common law acceptance could occur. Even
assuming, arguendo that the offers of dedication were accepted by the public, the rights
conveyed were only for the use of private roads. Finally, as a matter of law, even if the offers of
dedication have been “accepted” by the public, the Commission can nevertheless approve the
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project by exercising its authorities under Section 25525 of the Public Resources Code (the
“Section 25525 LORS Approval®).

5. Socioeconomics

The Applicant’s direct testimony will focus primarily on four issues. First, the Applicant will
explain the project’s benefits from a property tax perspective. Next, the Applicant will focus on
the project’s employment benefits both during project construction and operations. Third, the
Applicant will discuss the environmental justice analyses performed which confirms that there
will be no disproportionately high or adverse human health or environmental impacts on any
minority or low-income populations. Finally, the Applicant’s tax experts will address the
project’s benefits to Inyo County and the other political subdivisions and special districts within
Inyo County. This testimony will both provide the estimated benefits of the project and respond
to allegations regarding lack of benefits from the project, primarily those allegations contained in
Inyo County’s testimony.

6. Visual Resources

The project will be located on privately owned lands that have been previously subdivided and
developed with a grid of unpaved roads. The project site is flat and does not include features of
recognized scenic importance. The project site is located in an area of Inyo County for which the
County has not adopted any specific policies or plans for protection of the landscape. In 2011
Inyo County designated the project site and a large area around it as Renewable Energy Overlay
zone in which large-scale wind, solar, and transmission line projects would be permitted. The
County included the project site in the Overlay Zone specifically because it did not contain
sensitive scenic resources. The overlay district designation has been rescinded, but this repeal
was due to a legal challenge to the procedures under which the Overlay Zone was adopted, not
an objection to the aesthetic effects of solar energy projects in this location.

The visual sensitivity of the lands that immediately surround the project site is low. On its
western and southern borders, the site is surrounded by private lands, and as is the case for the
project site itself, Inyo County has not adopted any specific landscape protection policies for
them. The lands that border the project to the east are managed by the BLM, which has adopted a
Visual Resource Management (VRM) Class 1V designation for them, which permits a high
degree of visual modification. The project is not adjacent to a designated scenic highway. The
numbers of potential viewers in areas near the project are relatively small, consisting of the
occupants of the no more than 275 vehicles per day that travel on Tecopa Road through the
project area, the 68 residents of Charleston View, and the unknown but likely to be small
numbers of visitors on the nearby public lands. In the future, the project may be visible to people
who visit the Saint Therese Mission, which is now under development. For visitors within the
Mission complex, views toward the project facilities will be substantially screened by buildings
and landscaping. There would be no significant adverse impacts in California to visual resources
resulting from the HHSEGS linears, which are located in Nevada. The impacts of the project’s
temporary construction activities on visual resources would be less than significant, and
mitigation of these impacts is not required. With implementation of the lighting design measures
proposed in the AFC, the impacts of the project lighting would be less than significant. The
luminosity of the solar boilers located on the tops of the two solar towers would be similar to the
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luminosity of the solar boiler that can be seen in operation at the Solar to Steam Demonstration
Project in Coalinga, and their visual impact would be less than significant, except in views from
the nearby Charleston View residential area (KOP 4), where the impacts will be reduced to a less
than significant level through implementation of proposed mitigation measures. The project
would comply with Inyo County laws, regulations and standards regarding project design, scenic
views and other requirements related to Visual Resources.

With application of the mitigation measures recommended in the AFC, the impacts to the views
from Charleston View would be reduced to a level that is less than significant, and the impacts
on the views from the other nearby areas of the valley that are not significant would be further
attenuated. The mitigation measures the Applicant has proposed to implement include the
following. Ground disturbance and soil erosion will be minimized by avoiding steep slopes and
by minimizing the amount of construction and ground clearing needed for roads and staging
areas. Dust suppression techniques will be employed to minimize impacts of vehicular and
pedestrian traffic, construction, and wind on exposed surface soils. A lighting plan that
minimizes the project’s nighttime light impacts will be developed and submitted to the CEC for
review. A color treatment plan to blend the permanent project facilities located within the
common area and visible to the public into the existing setting will be developed in consultation
with Inyo County and the CEC. The landscape plan will be developed for the project setback
area along Tecopa Road. In the portion of the setback area directly north of the Charleston View
residential area, this plan will include the use of a mix of tall growing trees to provide partial
screening of views toward the solar power towers from the residential area, and lower growing
shrubs to screen views into the site from Tecopa Road. The plant species selected for this area
will emphasize species with low water needs that are aesthetically compatible with the landscape
setting. In the remainder of the setback area along Tecopa Road, the emphasis will be on use of
native shrubs with low water requirements that are planted in an informal, naturalistic pattern to
provide partial screening of views into the project site. The landscape plan will be submitted to
Inyo County and the CEC for review.

In addition, to reduce and mitigate for the changes to the views toward the project site seen from
Charleston View, two specific measures will be implemented. First, the Applicant will make
provisions for a one-time program to plant trees on the properties of any Charleston View
property owner residing in an existing approved residence who indicates an interest in having
them. The intent is to plant the trees in locations that will screen views looking toward the solar
power towers from the residences on the property and from the property’s primary outdoor living
areas. The Applicant will employ a professional arborist to identify a list of species that are well
adapted to the local conditions and which have characteristics that provide effective screening of
views. The tree species selected will avoid invasive exotic species as identified by the USDA and
Invasive Species Council of California (ISCC). The Applicant will provide any Charleston View
property owner residing in an existing approved residence who is interested in participating in
this program with a credit to a local landscape contractor contracted to implement this program.
The contractor will work with residents to select up to eight trees from this list of species
provided by the arborist and will assist the residents in identifying appropriate locations for their
installation. The contractor will provide the trees and will plant them for the property owner. The
trees planted will be no larger than the equivalent of a 15-gallon standard nursery size. The
property owner will be responsible for making the provisions for tree irrigation. Tree planting is
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a one-time opportunity for eligible property owners in Charleston View. Once installed,
irrigation and maintenance of the trees will be the responsibility of the property owner and the
project owner shall have no further responsibility. As a second measure, to mitigate for the
potential visual impact the solar power towers may add to a portion of the view from Charleston
View, the Applicant will assist with a one-time cleanup program within the Charleston View
rural residential subdivision. This cleanup program will entail the Applicant making provisions
to assist property owners residing in an existing approved residence with cleanup of their
properties by providing free hauling and disposal of unwanted debris. With the implementation
of these mitigation measures, the potential Visual Resources impacts will be mitigated to a level
of less than significant.

7. Water Supply

To save water in the site’s desert environment, the HHSEGS project will use dry-cooling. Dry
cooling is an “avoidance” measure. Dry cooling greatly reduces the potential water use for the
HHSEGS project, especially compared to wet cooled projects in the desert that have been
approved by the Commission. Based on the proposed system design and the use of dry cooling, a
maximum supply of 140 acre-feet per year (afy) is all that is needed. The groundwater modeling
information provided by the Applicant, including extensive modeling efforts, demonstrate that
the project will not have a significant effect on groundwater resources or water supplies. The
pumping tests conducted demonstrate that (a) water levels in the aquifer around the HHSEGS
wells in the Valley Fill Aquifer stabilize after a short period and do not continue to decline with
continued pumping, (b) the drawdown that would be associated with HHSEGS pumping extends
less than 1,500 feet from the wells, and (c) no drawdown will occur beyond the site boundaries.

Despite this lack of impact, given the importance of water issues in the desert, the Applicant has
also committed to offset project water usage at a 1:1 ratio by the retirement of water rights up-
gradient in Nevada. This 1:1 retirement will result in a net benefit to the aquifer, since the
project’s net water usage is expected to be less than the maximum 140 afy of rights retired. As
demonstrated in the proposed revisions to Water Supply-4, the Applicant is committed to
protecting other groundwater users in the basin and has proposed a rigorous groundwater
monitoring plan in the revised Water Supply-4.

If project groundwater monitoring shows that project-related pumping has the potential to have
an adverse effect on other water users, the project will implement a series of measures, including
the deepening of existing wells to ensure that other, existing water users are not affected by
project groundwater use. The project will also compensate any existing well owners if project
groundwater use should lower groundwater levels and increase pumping costs.

The Applicant has also proposed to install a monitoring well array and to analyze the monitoring
results using appropriate engineering methods that will identify the project’s potential drawdown
impacts in the context of other sources of groundwater drawdown. Responses to measured
project-related groundwater impacts, if any, are related to specific, reasonable drawdown triggers
and include feasible measures that are commensurate with the substantial evidence showing that
significant project-related groundwater impacts are highly unlikely to occur.
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d) The identity of each witness sponsored by each party (Note: Witnesses must have
professional expertise in the discipline of their testimony); the subject area(s) which each
witness will present; a brief summary of the testimony to be offered by each witness;
qualifications of each witness; the time required to present direct testimony by each witness;
and whether the party seeks to have the witness testify in person or telephonically;

The Applicant’s witnesses, their topic areas, a brief summary of their testimony, and their
qualifications are set forth in the Applicant’s pre-filed Opening Testimony and Rebuttal
Testimony. Further, the Applicant has attached hereto its proposed time estimates for direct for
each discipline as Attachment 1 hereto. Attachment 2 also identifies the witnesses for the
Applicant,

e) Subject areas upon which a party desires to cross-examine witnesses, a summary of the
scope of each such cross-examination (including voir dire of any witness’ qualifications), the
issue(s) to which the cross examination pertains, and the time desired for each such cross-
examination (Note: A party who fails to provide the scope, relevance and time for cross
examination with specificity risks preclusion from cross examining on that subject area);

The Applicant anticipates cross-examination for each discipline as set forth in Attachment 1
hereto.

f) A list identifying exhibits and declarations that each party intends to offer into evidence and
the technical subject areas to which they apply (as explained in the following section on
“Format for Presenting Evidence”). Note: Parties must identify any evidence which they
intend to designate as confidential;

The Applicant’s Exhibit List is attached hereto as Attachment 3. The Declarations are attached to
the Applicant’s pre-filed testimony.

g) Subject areas for which the Applicant will seek either a Commission override due to
public necessity and convenience pursuant to Public Resources Code section 25525

or a specific finding that overriding economic, legal, social, technical or other

benefits outweigh the significant effects on the environment pursuant to Public
Resources Code section 21081(b);

The FSA alleges noncompliance with applicable LORS for three subjects: Biological Resources;
Land Use; and Visual Resources. (FSA, pp. ES, p. 1.1-13 to 1.1-15; Table 4.) As discussed in
the Applicant’s Opening Testimony, we believe the Committee can find that there is substantial
evidence in the record supporting the Applicant’s findings of compliance with Applicable LORS
for all three subjects. However, assuming the Committee either agrees with Staff, or, out of an
abundance of caution the Committee chooses to override, the Applicant would recommend that
the Committee find both, in the alternative (1) that the project complies with applicable LORS,
and (2) even assuming for the sake of argument a potential non-compliance existed, the

13



Committee nevertheless recommends a Section 25525 Approval for three subjects.? The
Applicant would seek the Section 25525 Approval for Biological Resources; Land Use; and
Visual Resources.

The FSA also alleges a need for a Statement of Overriding Consideration pursuant to Public
Resources Code section 21081(b) for four disciplines: Biological Resources; Cultural Resources;
Land Use; and Visual Resources. (FSA, pp. ES, p. 1.1-13 to 1.1-15; Table 4.) Again, as
discussed in the Applicant’s Opening Testimony, we believe the Committee can find that there is
substantial evidence in the record supporting the Applicant’s findings that the project will not
result in any significant unmitigated impacts after imposition of feasible mitigation measures.
Nevertheless, assuming the Committee either agrees with Staff, or, if out of an abundance of
caution the Committee wants to find both, in the alternative, (1) no significant impacts will result
but (2) nevertheless if such impacts did exist, the Committee approves a Statement of Overriding
Considerations for Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Land Use, and Visual Resources,
the recommended findings, in the alternative, could be as follows: “We find the HHSEGS
project does not result in any significant impacts after imposition of feasible mitigation
measures. In addition, out of an abundance of caution, even if we were to assume that the
HHSEGS project did result in significant environmental effects, we recommend a Statement of
Overriding Considerations is appropriate for the following disciplines: Biological Resources;
Cultural Resources; Land Use; and Visual Resources.”

h) Proposals for briefing deadlines, impact of scheduling conflicts, or other scheduling
matters; and

The Applicant understands that CBD has requested an additional week for Reply Briefs. The
Applicant supports this additional week. Otherwise, the briefing schedule set forth in the
Committee Order is both reasonable and necessary to an expeditious decision in this proceeding.
In order to preserve the ability to relocate Desert Tortoise during the Fall 2013 window to allow
construction to commence in 2013, the Applicant must have a decision on the current schedule
timeline. Missing the Desert Tortoise Window effectively creates a 6 month slip on the
commencement of construction to the spring relocation window in 2014.

The Applicant has several scheduling issues for specific witnesses. These Scheduling constraints
are as follows:

e The Applicant’s air quality and public health witness is available only on March
14-15;

e The Applicant’s avian issues panel (including solar flux issues), is available only
on March 14-15;

e The Applicant’s hazardous materials and waste management panel is unavailable
on March 13;

2 Recommend findings would read: “We find the HHSEGS project to be in compliance with Applicable LORS. In
addition, out of an abundance of caution, even if we were to assume that the HHSEGS project did not comply with
applicable LORS, we recommend a Section 25525 Approval for the following disciplines: Biological Resources;
Land Use; and Visual Resources.”
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e The Applicant’s socioeconomics panel is unavailable on March 13-15;

e The Applicant’s water supply panel is unavailable on March 15; and

e The Applicant’s worker safety and fire protection panel is unavailable on March
13.

i) For all subject areas, a description of any proposed modifications to the proposed
conditions of certification listed in the Final Staff Assessment (FSA) based upon
enforceability, ease of comprehension, and consistency with the evidence.

The Staff-proposed Conditions of Certification the Applicant seeks to modify are set forth in
their entirety in the Applicant’s pre-filed Opening Testimony and Rebuttal Testimony. The
Applicant’s proposed modifications generally fall into two categories: (1) the Applicant’s
proposed changes to Conditions that will not require hearing time or live witness testimony; and
(2) the Applicant’s proposed changes to Conditions that will likely require hearing time and live
witness testimony.

As to the first group, the Applicant has proposed certain, minor changes to Staff-proposed
Conditions. There are no factual disputes on the subjects of those Conditions and thus no need
for hearing time or live witness testimony. The Applicant is confident that it can come to
resolution with Staff regarding these conditions; however, should there be no agreement
regarding the exact wording of the conditions, the Applicant still asks the Committee to adopt the
Applicant’s proposed revisions and changes. The Applicant will present its reasons for those
changes in its Briefs.

As to the second group of revisions to Staff-proposed changes -- changes to Conditions that will
likely require hearing time and live witness testimony — those Conditions cover only seven
subjects. The Applicant will between now and hearings attempt to forge compromise language
with Staff to avoid the need for hearing time and live witnesses testimony.

However, to provide the Committee with a full picture of the status of the case at this date, the
Applicant believes that the following Conditions are contested and will require live witness
testimony. The complete text of these Conditions showing the Applicant’s proposed changes to
Staff-Proposed Language is also attached hereto as Attachment 4.

Staff- Proposed Conditions Likely Requiring Hearing Time and Live Witness Testimony

Biological Resources:

BIO-7: Biological Resources Mitigation Implementation and Monitoring Plan

BIO-12: Desert Tortoise Compensatory Mitigation

BI1O-15: Avian, Bat, and Golden Eagle Protection

BIO-20: Special-Status Plant Compensatory Mitigation Plan — Pending receipt of language
omitted from Staff’s Rebuttal Testimony

B10-23: Groundwater-Dependent VVegetation Monitoring Plan® -- Pending receipt of language
omitted from Staff’s Rebuttal Testimony

¥ B10-23 and Water Supply-4 are read together as a single issue.
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Cultural Resources:

CUL-9: Fund a study of the Old Spanish Trail-Mormon Road Northern Corridor (OST-MRNC)
CUL-10: Fund and build an interpretive center / Cultural Museum

CUL-11: Multidisciplinary program of primary research on the geology, geomorphology,
hydrology, ecology, and archaeology of the Pahrump Metapatch Mesquite Woodland-Coppice
Dune Archaeological Landscape

General Conditions: Closure and Bonding on Private Property*

COM-15: Financial Assurance for Closure

B10-26: Facility Closure, Vegetation, and Reclamation Plan

LAND-2: Requires bonds or other financial assurances to be paid to the Energy Commission to
ensure restoration of the project site to pre-project conditions.

Land Use

LAND-1: Despite the fact that the Applicant holds leasehold interests and despite the CEC’s
exclusive jurisdiction, this condition requires Inyo County approval of a reversionary map or
other written approval of another process (i.e., to adjust lot lines) that is acceptable to the
County, prior to the start of construction.

LAND-3: Require the dedication of a 25-foot wide setback -- in an addition to the 24-foot right-
of-way (ROW) -- along the entire project frontage on Tecopa Road for landscape screening.

Socioeconomics

SOCIO-3: Requires the project owner to come to an agreement with the County and the
contractors that will be responsible for the acquisition of materials and the construction of the
project so sales and use tax shall be accepted in the unincorporated area of the County of Inyo.

Visual Resources

VIS-3: Permanent Exterior Lighting

VIS-5: Construction Lighting

VIS-6: Scenic Resources Interpretative Area
VIS-7: Charleston View Tree Plantings

Water Supply
WATER SUPPLY-1: Water Supply Offset

WATER SUPPLY-4: Groundwater Monitoring and Reporting For Impacts and Mitigation For
Groundwater-Dependent Vegetation, Neighboring Wells, and Water Quality®

WATER SUPPLY-6: Ground Subsidence Monitoring and Action Plan

WATER SUPPLY-7: Non-Transient, Non-Community Water System

Again, the Applicant’s proposed revisions are set forth in Attachment 4.

* BIO-26; COM-15; and LAND-2 all relate to bonding and site restoration on private land, which the CEC has never
required for any project

® BI0O-23 and Water Supply-4 are read together as a single issue.
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February 19, 2013 Respectfully Submitted,
ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS L.L.P.

By:
Jeffery D. Harris

Christopher T. Ellison
Greggory L. Wheatland
Samantha G. Pottenger

2600 Capitol Avenue, Suite 400
Sacramento, California 95816
Telephone: (916) 447-2166
Facsimile: (916) 447-3512

Attorneys for the Applicant
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ATTACHMENT 1

Applicant’s Proposed Time Estimates

Direct and Cross Examination
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APPLICANT’S PREHEARING CONFERENCE STATEMENT

11-AFC-2

ATTACHMENT 1

Applicant’s Proposed Time Estimates for Direct and Cross Examination

Subject Matter Issue Areas

Estimated time for Applicant’s
Direct Testimony

CROSS EXAM ESTIMATES
1) Party and 2) Time Estimate

(In Minutes) (In Minutes)
Executive Summary & Project 15 None
Description (If alone; however,
recommend combine with Alts
panel)
Alternatives 45 (60 total, if combined with 25 for Staff
Executive Summary and 15 for CBD

Project Description)

General Conditions None 30 for Inyo Supervisor Linda Arcularius and
Supervisor Matt Kingsley

Engineering Assessment (Facility None None

Design, Geology & Paleontology,

Power Plant Efficiency, Power Plant

Reliability, Transmission System

Engineering)

Air Quality None None

Public Health None None

Biological Resources- Avian Flux 70 45 for Staff

Biological Resources- state waters None None

Biological Resources- botany 20 15 for Staff

Biological Resources- Ground water | None (Address in Water None

dependent veg Supply)

Biological Resources- Desert 20 10 for Staff

Tortoise

Biological Resources- Burrowing 10 5 for Staff

Oowl

Cultural Resources- ethnographic 30 15 for Staff; 5 for Thomas F. King (if testimony is

landscapes not accepted by declaration)

Cultural Resources- OST/MR 15 15 for Staff

Cultural Resources- Archeo/On-site 10 15 for Staff

Cultural Resources- Pahrump 10 15 for Staff

Metapatch

Hazardous Materials None None

Land Use — GPA/Zoning 15 10 for Staff

Land Use — Road Dedications 25 60 for Inyo

Noise None None

Socioeconomics 15 30 for Inyo County

Soil & Surface Waters None None

Traffic and Transportation None None

Trans Line Safety/Nuisance None None

Visual Resources 20-30 40-50 for Staff

Waste Management None None

Water Supply — Impacts and 30 20 for Staff

Mitigation

Water Supply — GDV 20 10 for Staff

Worker Safety & Fire Protection None None




ATTACHMENT 2

Applicant’s Witnesses and Topic Areas
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APPLICANT’S PREHEARING CONFERENCE STATEMENT

11-AFC-2
ATTACHMENT 2

Applicant’s Witness List

(in alphabetical order by subject area and last name)

Section

Witness

Air Quality

Gary Rubenstein

Alternatives

Joseph Desmond
Jonathan Forrester
Clay Jensen, P.E.
Arne Olson

Jennifer Scholl
Chifong Thomas, P.E.

Biological Resources

Dr. Laurence Caretto
Dan Franck

Amy Hiss

Dr. Sénke Johnsen

Dr. Alice Karl

Mike Klinefelter

Dave Phillips

Dr. Kathy Rose

Gary Rubenstein
Gary Santolo

Dr. lvan Schwab, M.D.
Dr. W. Geoffrey Spaulding

Cultural Resources

Clint Helton

Natalie Lawson

Dr. Lynne Sebastion

Dr. W. Geoffrey Spaulding

Executive Summary

Joseph Desmond

Facility Design, Power Plant Efficiency & Reliability

Dan Franck

Channing Haskell, P.E.
Michael Rojansky, P.E.
Susan Strachan

Susan Walzer

Geologic Hazards & Resources

Thomas Lae, P.G.
Michael Rojansky, P.E.

Hazardous Materials

Channing Haskell, ,P.E.
Karen Parker

Land Use Clay Jensen, P.E.
Jennifer Scholl
Noise Mark Bastasch, P.E.

Paleontological Resources

Dr. W. Geoffrey Spaulding

Project Description (including Executive Summary,
Closure, & General Conditions)

Clay Jensen, P.E.
Susan Strachan

Public Health

Gary Rubenstein




APPLICANT’S PREHEARING CONFERENCE STATEMENT

11-AFC-2
ATTACHMENT 2
Section Witness
Socioeconomics (Including Environmental Justice) Matthew Barton

Clay Jensen, P.E.
Dr. Fatuma Yusuf

Soils & Surface Waters Matthew Franck
Steve Long
Michael Rojansky, P.E.
Dr. Kathy Rose

Transmission Line Safety & Nuisance Dr. Robert Pearson, P.E.

Transmission System Engineering Clay Jensen, P.E.
Susan Strachan

Traffic and Transportation Loren Bloomberg, P.E.
Visual Resources Dr. Thomas Priestley
Waste Management Channing Haskell, P.E.

Karen Parker

Water Supply Matthew Franck
Dr. John Jansen
Michael Rojansky, P.E.
Dr. W. Geoffrey Spaulding
Tim Thompson, P.G.

Worker Safety & Fire Protection Wesley Alston
Karen Parker




ATTACHMENT 3

Applicant’s Exhibit List
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BEFORE THE ENERGY RESOURCES CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
1516 NINTH STREET, SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 - 1-800-822-6228 - WWW.ENERGY.CA.GOV

Docket Number: 11-AFC-02

Project Name: HIDDEN HILLS SOLAR ELECTRIC GENERATING SYSTEM

APPLICANT'S EXHIBIT LIST

Docket Brief
Exhibit Transaction Description Dated Offered Admitted Refused
| APPLICANT’'S EXHIBITS 1-299

1 61756 HHSEGS Application for Certification (AFC); dated 8/5/2011. 8/5/2011

2 62125 Data Adequacy Supplement 9/7/2011

3 62322 Data Adequacy Supplement B 9/23/2011
4 62913 Data Response, Set 1A - CONFIDENTIAL FIGURE (DR34-2) 11/16/2011
5 63057 Attachment DR20-1 (omitted from DR Set 1A) 12/5/2011

6 64579 Data Response, Set 1A-2 3/30/2012
7 63056 Data Response, Set 1B 12/5/2011




BEFORE THE ENERGY RESOURCES CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
1516 NINTH STREET, SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 - 1-800-822-6228 - WWW.ENERGY.CA.GOV

Docket Number: 11-AFC-02

Project Name: HIDDEN HILLS SOLAR ELECTRIC GENERATING SYSTEM

APPLICANT’S EXHIBIT LIST

Docket Brief
Exhibit Transaction Description Dated Offered Admitted Refused
8 -- Data Response, Set 1B-2 12/30/2011
9 63486 electronic| Data Response, Set 1B-3 1/31/2012
63499 hard copy
10 63961 Data Response, Set 1B-4 3/5/2012
11 64163 Data Response, Set 1B-5 3/15/2012
12 64870 Data Response, Set 1B-6 - Anabat Quarter 1 4/20/2012
13 66476 Data Response, Set 1B-6 - Anabat Quarter 2 8/3/2012
14 68184 Data Response, Set 1B-6 - Anabat Quarter 3 10/25/2012
15 65453 Data Response, Set 1B-7 5/25/2012




BEFORE THE ENERGY RESOURCES CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
1516 NINTH STREET, SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 - 1-800-822-6228 - WWW.ENERGY.CA.GOV

Docket Number: 11-AFC-02

Project Name: HIDDEN HILLS SOLAR ELECTRIC GENERATING SYSTEM

APPLICANT’S EXHIBIT LIST

Docket Brief
Exhibit Transaction Description Dated Offered Admitted Refused
16 68632 Data Response, Set 1B-8 11/21/2012
17 63868 Data Response, Set 1C 12/19/2011
18 64364 Data Response, Set 1C-2 3/23/2012
19 65119 Data Response, Set 1C-3 5/8/2012
20 67903 Data Response, Set 1C-4 10/22/2012
21 63310 Data Response, Set 1D - CONDIFENTIAL FILES 1/6/2012
22 63425 Data Response, Set 1D-2 - CONFIDENTIAL (Appendix115-1) 1/20/2012
23 63564 Data Response, Set 1D-3 - CONFIDENTIAL (Attachment 2/6/2012
DR127-1)




BEFORE THE ENERGY RESOURCES CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
1516 NINTH STREET, SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 - 1-800-822-6228 - WWW.ENERGY.CA.GOV

Docket Number: 11-AFC-02

Project Name: HIDDEN HILLS SOLAR ELECTRIC GENERATING SYSTEM

APPLICANT'S EXHIBIT LIST

Docket Brief
Exhibit Transaction Description Dated Offered Admitted Refused
24 63885 electronic| Data Response, Set 1D-4 2/24/2012
63792 hard copy
25 64513 Data Response, Set 1D-5 - CONFIDENTIAL (Attachment 3/30/2012
DR125-1)
26 65117 Data Response, Set 1D-6 -CONFIDENTIAL (Attachment 5/8/2012
DR128-1)
27 65322 Data Response, Set 1D-7 - CONFIDENTIAL (Figure DR105-5) 5/17/2012
28 63608 electronic| Data Response, Set 2A 2/9/2012
63635 hard copy
29 64052 Data Response, Set 2A-2 3/8/2012
30 64505 Data Response, Set 2A-3 3/30/2012
31 67576 Data Response, Set 2A-4 10/5/2012




BEFORE THE ENERGY RESOURCES CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
1516 NINTH STREET, SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 - 1-800-822-6228 - WWW.ENERGY.CA.GOV

Docket Number: 11-AFC-02

Project Name: HIDDEN HILLS SOLAR ELECTRIC GENERATING SYSTEM

APPLICANT’S EXHIBIT LIST

Docket Brief
Exhibit Transaction Description Dated Offered Admitted Refused
32 63661 Data Res